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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.
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PER CURI AM

Jeffrey E. Johnson filed a conplaint alleging enploynent
discrimnation in his termnation as a police planner for the
Met ropol i tan Washington Airports Authority (MAMA) and in MMA's
failure to hire him for other positions. The district court
conducted a hearing and granted summary judgnment in favor of MMA
for the reasons stated fromthe bench. Johnson appeals. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s statenents fromthe
bench. The court properly found that, even if Johnson coul d nmake
a prima facie showing of discrimnatory treatnent, MMMA showed
legitimate, non-discrimnatory reasons for the adverse enpl oynent
actions and that Johnson failed to show that the reasons were

pretextual. Reeves v. Sanderson Plunbing Prods., Inc., 530 U S.

133, 137-39 (2000). Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the
district court as stated at the hearing on January 4, 2002. See

Johnson v. Metropolitan Washi ngton Airports Authority, No. CA-01-

1614-A (E.D. Va. filed April 19, 2002 & entered April 24, 2002).
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



